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INDEPENDENTDAVID VITTER L00 SIANA
July 19, 2000

BY FACSIMILE

TheHonorableJacobJ.Lew
Director
Office ofManagementandBudget
Old ExecutiveOfficeBuilding
Washington,D.C. 20503

DearDirectorLew:

Thankyou for yourJune21, 2000letterrespondingto my March22ndletteraboutthe
President’sMarch 15threportto Congress,preparedby theOffice ofManagementandBudget
(0MB), entitled“FederalClimateChangeExpendituresReportto Congress.”The2000Foreign
Operations,ExportFinancing,andRelatedProgramsAppropriationsAct requiredthis reportto
besubmittedsimultaneouslywith thePresident’sBudget,whichwastransmittedto Congresson
February7th. I hopeyoucanappreciatethatboth the latereportto Congressandthe late 0MB
reply maketheinformationlessusefulto Congressin its evaluationofthePresident’s$4.4
billion budgetrequestfor climatechangefundingin FiscalYear2001.

Regrettably,evenasupdatedby yourJune21streply,thePresident’sreportcontainsfew
credibleoutputperformancemeasureslinking specificappropriationaccountsto quantifiable
reductionsin greenhousegas(GHG)emissionsorotherperformancemeasurements,andno
actualoutcome(results)measures,e.g.,showinghow suchGHGemissionreductionswill benefit
humanbeings.

In my March22ndletter,I suppliedatable,basedon thePresident’sMarch 15th report,
compiledby 0MB, showing72 line item appropriationaccountsrelatedto requestedclimate
changespending,andasked0MB to fill in themissingperformancedata. Thecompletedtable
0MB returnedto meonJune21stshowsonly 68 appropriationaccounts.Why did 0MB decide
to eliminatefour line itemappropriationaccountsfrom its reply?

Moresignificantis the factthat, outof68 appropriationaccountsincludedin OMB’s
reply, only six appropriationaccounts-- including4 DepartmentofEnergy(DOE), 1 Agencyfor
InternationalDevelopment(MD), and 1 oftheEnvironmentalProtectionAgency’s(EPA’s) 4
accounts-- containanyoutputperformancemeasuresthataddressthecentral issue,i.e.,how



manytonsof GHGswill be reducedor avoidedasaresultofthetaxpayer’sinvestment.Only
two of theseappropriationaccountsalso containotheroutputperformancemeasures.Thefact
that62 of the 68 appropriationaccountscontainn~actualoutputoroutcomemeasuresis
incredible. Instead,thereis eitherno attemptto identify aperformancemeasureoronly
immeasurablegoals,suchas“assist,”“better,” “completeintegration,”“completeplans,”
“conduct,” “contribute,” “demonstrate,”“develop,” “emphasize,”“establish,”“evaluate,”
“expand,” “facilitate,” “implement,” improve,” improvecompetitiveness,increaselending,
“increaseprojects,”“issue,~~“lead,~~ “perform,~~“prepare,~~“present,”“strengthen,”“support,”
“test,~~“train,~~ and“transfer.”

Putanotherway,out ofscoresofperformance“goals,” only 13 attemptto quantifythe
payoffin termsofGHG emissionsreducedoravoided.For example,whyarethereno outputor
outcomeperformancemeasuresfor all 22 DepartmentofAgriculturefunding requestsand for
EPA’s proposednewCleanAir PartnershipFund? How doestheAdministrationexpect
Congressto actfavorablyon funding requestswithoutanyexpectedresults?

OMB’s June21streply curiouslydoesnot includeany performanceinformationfor the
ClimateChangeTechnologyInitiative (CCTI) TaxIncentivesline itemappropriationaccount,
stating“Not requiredby GPRA.” Evenif theGovernmentPerformanceandResultsAct (GPRA)
doesnotrequireperformancemeasuresfor tax incentiveproposals,the2000ForeignOperations,
ExportFinancing,andRelatedProgramsAppropriationsAct reportingrequirementdid not
intendsuchanexemption.

Furthermore,some-- perhapsmostorall -- ofthoseoutputmeasuresin OMB’s tableare
not credible. Forexample,for theDOE’sEnergySupply/NuclearSupply/CCTIline item
appropriationaccount,0MB states:“2001 -- And beyond,thisDOEprogramwill helpoffset
carbonemissionsofmorethan150 million metrictonsofcarbonequivalent[mrntce]peryearby
helpingto ensurethecontinuedsafeoperationofnuclearpowerplants.” UsingEnergy
InformationAdministration(EIA) andNuclearRegulationCommission(NRC)data,I
demonstratedin August18, 1999andDecember14thlettersto DOEDeputySecretaryT.J.
Glauthier(seeenclosures),thattheestimateofannualemissionreductionsof 150mmtceis based
on two dubiousassumptions:(1) thattheCCTI nuclearprogramwouldextendtheoperatinglife
ofall nuclearplants,notjust thosescheduledfor retirementoverthenext20 years;and(2) that
theappropriatebaselinefor estimatingavoidedemissionsis the“averageemissionsrate”of the
currentmix ofcoal-andnatural-gas-firedelectricityratherthanthechangingfuturemix, in
which combined-cyclegasplantsincreasinglydisplaceoldercoal-firedfacilities.

OnMarch 21, 2000,I requestedthatEIA updateits 1999reportentitled “Analysis ofthe
ClimateChangeTechnologyInitiative.” Amongotherissues,I specificallyaskedEIA to
evaluatetheAdministration’sclaimsabouttheCCTI nuclearprogram,sincethatis theonly
climatechangetechnologyprogramthat appearsto deliverbangforthebuck. EIA’s updated,
April 10thanalysisstates:
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In evaluatingthe future impacton carbonemissions,thereplacementfuel for retiring
nuclearplantsis ofkey importance.Given thetechnologycostsandfuel pricesexpected
overthenext20 years,theywould mostlikely be replacedby naturalgas-fired,combined
cycleplantsthat haverelatively low carbonemissions. If all currentnuclearplantswere
replacedby newnaturalgas-fired,combined-cycleplants,annualcarbonemissionswould
beabout62 million metrictonshigher(p. 92).

In otherwords,if theCCTI nuclearprogramextendsthelife ofall nuclearplants,avoided
emissionswould be about62 mmtce -- lessthanhalftheamountclaimedby theAdministration.
If theCCTI programextendsthelife ofonly thoseplantsscheduledfor reirement,thenthe
quantityofavoidedemissionswould be substantiallylower.

FIA’s studycastsdoubton theemissionreductionoutputmeasurespresentedin the
President’sMarch 15threportandyourJune21stenclosure.Forexample,akeycomponentof
the CCTI programis the$4 billion, five-yearpackageoftax incentivesfor investmentin
renewableenergytechnologies,energyefficientproductsandhomes,andalternativevehicles.
Accordingto EIA’s analysis,theproposedCCTI taxincentiveswould reducecarbonemissions
by amere0.22percent(3.7million metric tons) in 2005andonly 0.07 percent(1.3million
metric tons) in 2010 (p. xiii). Thisdoesnot seemto beareasonablereturnon investmentfor $4
billion.

I amwell awareoftheAdministration’sargumentthatBIA underestimatestheemissions-
reductionpotentialoftheCCTI tax creditsby ignoringthe“synergies”betweenthoseincentives
andtheCCTI researchanddevelopment(R&D) programs.Whetherornot theR&D programs
would significantly increasethepotencyofthetaxcredits,BIA spokewith candorandcommon
sensewhenit stated:“Generally,BIA is not ableto link researchanddevelopmentexpenditures
directlyto programresultsorto separatethe impactsof incrementalfundingrequestedfor fiscal
year2001 from ongoingprogramexpenditures”(p. 1). I seeno reasonto supposethatthe
analyticcapabilitiesof otheragenciessurpassthoseof EIA.

Therefore,I seeno reasonto putmuchstockin certainAdministrationclaims,e.g.,that
EPA’s buildingsprogramswill reduceGHG emissionsby 15 mmtceby 2001,that DOE’s solar
andrenewableenergyprogramswill reduceGHGemissionsby 20 mmtcein 2010,orthatDOE’s
IndustriesoftheFutureprogramswill reduceGHGemissionsby 29 nuntcein 2010. Indeed,
withouta finer breakdownofeachappropriationaccountinto its componentprogramelements
andtheestimatedemissionsreductionsfrom eachelement,outsideanalystshaveno way to
checkwhethertheallegedaggregateresultsareevenin theballpark.

Beyondthesecredibility problems,thereis themorefundamentalquestionofwhetherthe
CCTI programsprovideany measurableprotectionfromthepotentialhazardsofglobal climate
change.As PresidentClinton stated,onAugust3, 1993,whenhesignedGPRA into law,
policymakersneedto ask:
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[Diocs this work, is it changingpeople’slives for thebetter,canwesayafterwe take
moneyandput it into acertainendeavorthat it wasworthactually [takingi awayfrom the
taxpayers,[andputtingi into this endeavor,andtheir livesarebetter?Thesemay seem
like simplequestions,but for decadestheyhaven’tbeenansweredin a verysatisfactory
way. Wearedeterminedto do that.

How disappointing,then,that neitherthePresident’sMarch 15, 2000reportnoryourJune21st
enclosureprovidesany ultimateoutcomeperformancemeasureslinking theproposed
expendituresto measurableimprovementsin publichealthandsafety. Indeed,neitherdocument
providesany intermediateoutcomeperformancemeasureslinking theproposedexpendituresto
measurablereductionsin averageglobal temperature.

JerryTayloroftheCatoInstituteraisedthis issueatourMay 20, 1999joint hearing,
“Global ClimateChange:theAdministration’sCompliancewith RecentStatutory
Requirements,”in whichOMB’s ActingDeputyDirectorfor ManagementDeidreLeealso
testified. Mr. Taylorpresentedthefollowing argument. Accordingto theworld’s most
advancedclimatemodel, full compliancewith the Kyoto Protocolby all AnnexI countrieswould
reduceaverageglobal temperaturesby 0.07degreesCelsiusby theyear2050. SincetheU.S.
emits20percentoftheworld~s greenhousegases,U.S. compliancewith theKyoto Protocol
would reduceglobal temperaturesby 0.0 14 degreesCelsius. TheAdministrationestimatesthat
theCCTI programswould reducegreenhousegasemissionsby about450mmtce,orroughly 65
percentoftheU.S.Kyoto target. Thus,evenif theAdministration’sclaimsabouttheCCII
programsarecompletelyaccurate,thoseprogramswould reduceaverageglobal temperatureby
only .0091 degreesCelsius(16/l,OOOthsofadegreeFahrenheit)belowwheretheyotherwise
would beby theyear2050. Thatinfinitesimalreductionin averageglobal temperatureswouldbe
too small for scientistsevento measure.It wouldalsoproduceno detectablebenefitsfor people
ortheplanet.

Therefore,I aminclinedto suspectthattherealpurposeoftheCCTI is notenvironmental
protectionbut politics, i.e., growingthegreenhousegravytrain. Thebillions in tax incentives
andR&D investmentswould notaffectglobalclimateonewhit. However,thosebillions would
be exceedinglyuseful in building a climatechangelobby -- acoalitionofbusinesses,consumers,
scientists,andbureaucratswith avestedinterestin demandinganever-expandingFederalrole in
energymarketsandsupportingcoerciveconservationpolicieslike theKyoto Protocol.

Unfortunately,it is probablytoo latein theappropriationsprocessfor 0MB to furnishthe
mostlymissingperformanceinformationtojustify theAdministration’shugeclimatechange
funding request.In any case,I hopethat 0MB will do abetterjob nextyearin identifying output
andoutcomeperformancemeasuresfor eachline itemappropriationaccountfunding requestand
thatthis informationwill beprovidedin thePresident’sBudgetoranaccompanyingdocument
deliveredon thesamedayastheBudget. I believethatCongressandtheAmericantaxpayers
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deserveto know what resultsto expectbeforeCongressevenconsidersappropriatingFederal
funds.

Sincerely,

9~LZJ t4d~David M. McIntosh
Chairman
SubcommitteeonNationalEconomicGrowth,

NaturalResources,andRegulatoryAffairs

Enclosures

cc: TheHonorableDanBurton
TheHonorableDennisKuciich
TheHonorableJoeKnollenberg
SenatorDon Nickles

SenatorChristopherS. Bond
SenatorRobertC. Byrd
SenatorLarry E. Craig
SenatorChuckHagel
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INDEPENDENT
August18, 1999

BY FACSIMILE
TheHonorableT.J. (3lauthier
DeputySecretaryofEnergy
DepartmentofEnergy
1000 IndependenceAvenue,S.W.
Washington,D.C. 20585

DearDeputy SecretaryGlauthier:

Thankyou for theDepartmentofEnergy’s(DOE’s) July 15, 1999 letter
respondingto thequestionsSenatorDonNicklesandI sentyou onMay 27111 about
DOE’s role in global climatechangepolicy andotherissuesdiscussedattheMay

20th

joint House-Senatehearing. In thepresentletter, I will offer somecommentsandraise
additionalquestionsaboutsomeofDOE’s responses.

In your responseto Question1, youacknowledgetheincompletenessofthe
Office of ManagementandBudget’s(OMB’s) searchpursuantto aCongressional
subpoenaon global climatechangepolicy. Thesedocumentsmight morefully explain
theClintonAdministration’sdecisionto increaseits five-yearspendingrequestfor
climatechangepolicy from +$5.0 billion in October1997to +$6.3billion in February
1998. Otheragenciescompliedwith my requestfor a full documentsearch,including
multiple draftsandincomingmemosor e-mails. I remaindeeplyconcernedthat0MB
wasnot fully responsiveto the subpoenabut appreciateyourcandorin acknowledging
thatfact now.

In yourresponseto Question4, you statethat“ProgramelementsofCCTI
[ClimateChangeTechnologyInitiative] shouldnotbeevaluatedsolelyon thebasisofthe
Federalcostperton oftheresultingemissionreductions”(emphasisadded). While that
statementmakesperfectsense,thesamecannotbe saidofDOE’s contentionthat theper-
toncostofemissionsreducedis not “a valid indicatorofprogrameffectiveness”
(emphasisadded).

TheAdministrationeitherstandsby theCouncil ofEconomicAdvisers’ (CEA’s)
$14to $23perton estimateofthe costof implementingtheKyoto Protocol,or it does
not. If it does,thenthe“JanetYellenTest”providesa benchmark,evenif not thesole
benchmark,for evaluatingthecost-effectivenessoftheCCTI programs.indeed,common
sensesuggeststhatvoluntaryprograms(suchastheCCTI) shouldcostlessthan



mandatoryprograms(suchasthoserequiredfor full implementationof theKyoto
Protocol). Therefore,it is disappointingthat, exceptfor theFossilEnergycarbon
sequestrationprogram,DOE providesno costper-tonestimatesfor theCCTI programs.

In yourresponseto Question6a,you statethat DOE doesnot concurwith the
EnergyInformationAdministration’s(EIA’s) estimatethattheCCTI tax creditsfor wind
andbiomassgenerationwould reducecarbonemissionsin 2010by amere0.17 percent.
However,you do not revealwhatDOE believesto bethe correctestimate. Is that
becauseDOE considersit “inappropriateto evaluatethebenefitsofthe[CCTII proposals
for only oneyear,”asyou statein theanswersto Questions6b and6c? Pleaseprovide
emissionreductionestimatesfor eachCCTI tax creditovermulti-yearperiods,
specifically2000-2010,2000-2015,and2000-2020.Forperspective,pleasealsoprovide
estimatesoftotal emissionsduringthoseperiodsundera business-as-usualscenario,and
therelative(percentage)reductionofemissionsattributableto theCCTI tax credits.

In yourresponseto Question8, you statethatif theCCTI nuclearprogram“added
oneyearto the life of all [nuclearpower]plantsnow scheduledfor retirementwithin the
next20 years,it would resultin an emissionsreductionof 150million tonsofcarbon
equivalent.” Although I assumedthecorrectnessofthis estimatein theMay27~ letter, I
now questionwhetherit is accurate.

Electric generationfrom nuclearpoweris projectedto be about659 billion
kilowatt hours(kWh) in theyear2000 (EIA, AnnualEnergyOutlook1999,TableA-8).
Accordingto EIA, retirementsduringthefollowing two decadesareprojectedto decrease
nucleargenerationto 359 billion kWh — a reductionof 300billion kWh (AE099,Table
A-8). This is themaximumamountofgenerationthat avoidingnuclearretirements
would saveoverthenexttwo decades.

In year2000, coalplantsareprojectedto generate1,931 billion kWh (AE099,
TableA-8) andemit 519 million metrictonsofcarbon(AE099,TableA-19). Therefore,
theemissionsratefor coalgeneratorsis 0.30 million tonsofcarbonperbillion kWh
(roundedup). If theextendednucleargenerationreplacesonly coalplants,thenthe
carbonemissionsavoidedwill be0.3 x 300=90million metric tons(mint) — three-fifths
oftheamountDOE projects. If, in fact,extendednucleargenerationonly avoidsthe
constructionofadvancedcombinedcyclegasplantsthat meetnewelectricitydemand,
avoidedemissionswill besignificantly less,closerto 30 mmt, oraboutone-fifthofthe
amountDOE projects(AE099,TablesA-8 & A- 19).

EIA’s estimateofthereductionin nucleargeneratingcapacitydueto scheduled
plantretirementsoverthenext20 years(AE099,TableA-9) trackscloselywith that of
theU.S.NuclearRegulatoryCommission(InformationDigest,NUREG-1350,Vol.9,
Table12, p. 46). Pleaseexplainhow DOEarrivedat its estimateof 150mmtofcarbon
equivalentavoided.Did DOE assumethat all avoidedcapacitywouldbe coal-based
electricity? Did DOE assumethattheCCTI nuclearprogramwould extendtheoperating
life ofall nuclearpowerplantsoronly thosescheduledfor retirementin thenext20
years?
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In your responseto Question9, youstatethat DOEdoesnotconcurwith EIA’s
estimatethat a largepercentageof CCTI tax creditswould go to “free riders.” However,
you did notresponddirectlyand fully to Question9b, whichaskedwhetherDOE hasits
own estimateof thepercentageof freeridersfor eachtax credit. UnlessDOEhasmade
its ownestimates,andis preparedto sharethem,it is difficult to put muchstock in
DOE’s criticismofEJA’s estimates.Therefore,I amobliged to restatemy question.
DoesDOE haveits own estimatesoftheextentto which CCTI tax creditswould go to
freeriders? If not, why not? If so,pleaseprovidethoseestimatesto theSubcommittee.

Pursuantto theConstitutionandRulesX andXI oftheHouseofRepresentatives,
I requestthatDOE providedetailedresponsesto thequestionsraisedabove. Please
providethe informationrequestedby Friday,September10, 1999 to theHouse
Subcommitteestaffin roomB-377 RayburnHouseOffice Building. If you haveany
questions,pleasecontactSubcommitteeStaffDirectorMarIo Lewisat225-1962.

Thankyou in advancefor yourattentionto this request.

Sincerely,

~4L /&cL41~kd
David M. McIntosh
Chairman
SubcommitteeonNationalEconomicGrowth
NaturalResourcesandRegulatoryAffairs

cc: TheHonorableFrankMurkowski TheHonorableDanBurton
TheHonorableJeffBingaman TheHonorableDennisKuciich
The HonorableLarry Craig

3



DE’.&~ ‘OR RO~ANA
C*AS~ An

(.—t,, K( A 4~* ‘L~.C

~
A OR~OA

SA~.4j~ A-,OR.. CAL~O4YMA
~Z~A ~OAHOA

~A’~5~ W~AA.A
$O~JO(A A~ANA

Jc( $CARRO n
~4~4C L.YOv~r-r, ~
~iAL~ 1dAAX SANAO4RO SOJTH CAROUNA

~ 8AAN. DEON~.
j~R F~OREM

ASA ‘~jYc~~ ARKANSAS
~ t~PRy ~NASI~A
AX~ OGDEAA 4J.A.Q~S

*GWAtDE,~ O’~GO~i
O~ OS~ CAL~%ONMA
PAL4. RYAN W~SC~S*.~
~ I OcAIu1Tt~ CALW’OAMA
~ C)*Now~ IH ~Aj~

ONE HUNDRED SIXtH CONGRESS

~r~ou~re~ of tbe ~Thiteb~tate~
~ou~eof ~tPtt~tdti13~

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM

2157 RAYBURN HOUSE OmcE BUILDING

WASHiNGTON. DC 2O515~-~143

Derwr~9

aC~~ ~ —
A ~A4~ ~

fllAM.~ ~~A34 $ ~
O~2IACT ~

C~WA ATAA... ~
~ E CiAw.~A~$ A~AR~AM

3
~ ~

—~ M
A DEV~ ~

L~*F ‘E~A
A’ TIJ~(R TELA5

n AA~j~ MA~4
A

AAHO( 0 $QMAOW$A~v 4.I$O~$

~5A~A~I SA,J~Y~~ ~ERNO~T
‘ACP~OE~~T

BY FACSIMII.~E

The Honorable T.J. (3lauthier
Deputy Secretaryof Energy
Department of Energy
1000IndependenceAvenue,S.W.
Washington. D.C. 20585

Dear Deputy SecretaryGlauthier:

Thanic you for the Department ofEnergy’s (DOE’s) December7, 1999 letter
responding to~y letter ofAugust l8~” regarding DOE’s Climate ChangeTechnolo~,
Initiative (CCTI) programs. In the present letter, I will commentonDOE’s ~

DOE continuesto provide no cost-per-tonestimatesfor its CCTI programs,
arguing that “an accurateassessmentofthe economicworthinessofsuchFederalelTon,
dependson a full accountingofall the resulting costsand benefits3notjust thosereflected
in greenhousegasemissionreductions.” I agree;but, surely, in theeaseoftax credits
designedand proposedfor the specificpurposeofreducinggreenhousegasemissions,the
costperton ofthosecredits must be consideredan important pieceof infbnnation,
essentialto any “full accountingofall the resulting costsand benefits.” By filling to
provide such information, DOE confirms my judgment, basedlargely on the analysisof
DOE’s Energy Information Adnumstration (ETA), that the CCTI tax Credits arenot a
cost-effectivemeansofaddressingthe presumedproblem ofglobal waiming.

Although youacknowledgethat “the Treasmy Department’sestimateof
cumulative savings[fromthe CCTI tax credits for wind and biomassgenerationj isnot
inconsistentwith the ETA estimate”ofa mere 0.17perCent emissionsreduction in 2010,
you confusethe issueby comparingapples(cumulative emissionreductionsovera multi-
yearperiod) to oranges(total emissionsin asingleyear). You state:“According to
Treasury Departmentestimates,the CCTI tax incentivesfor electricity producedfrom
wind and biomasswill reducecarbon-equivalentemissionsofgreenhousegasesby is-a
million metxic tons over the expectedlife ofthe investmentsthat directly benefit from the
incentives. This quantity ofemissionsisroughly 1 percentofexpectedU.S.emissionsof
greenhousegasesin 2010 under a business-as-usualscenario.” However, a reductionof
15-23 million metric tons isundoubtedly far lessthan 1 percentoftotal cumulatiw
carbon emIssionsover the life of thetargeted invcstmcnts. It is disappointing that yow



answeris not fully responsiveto my question,asI specificallyaskedfor “the relative
(percentage)reductionofemissionsattributableto theCCTI taxcredits”over“multi-year
periods,”suchas2000-2010,2000-2015,or2000-2020.

TheoneCCTI programthat appearsto bea“winner” for thetaxpayer(if, butonly
if, wegrantthatglobal warmingis aproblemand that reducingaverageglobal
temperaturesby anon-measurablefew hundredthsofadegreeisa realbenefit) is the
CCTI nuclearprogram. Supposedly,thatprogramwould avoid 150million metric tons
ofcarbonemissionsat a costof “only” $5 million. In myAugust 18’ letter,I challenged
that estimate. Specifically, I askedwhether DOE basedits estimateon two unjustified
assumptions: (I) that all avoidednewelectricity-generatingcapacity would becoal..
basedrather than combined-cyclegasplants; and (2) that theCCTI nuclear program
would extendthe operating life ofall nuclear plants, not just thosescheduledfor
retirement overthe next 20 years.

You admit that “the estimateof 150million metric tons wasbasedon extending
the operating life ofall nuclear plantsand not just thosescheduledfor retirement in the
next two or threedecades.” Although DOE did not assumethat all avoidedcapacity
would be coal-basedelectricity, DOE basedits estimate on“the averageemissions” from
coal- and natural-gas-fired electricity in 1995,and usedthis “averageemissionrate” for
calculating the 20-yearemissionsreduction of theproposednuclearprogram.. In other
words, DOE assumedthat the current mix ofcoal-andnatural-gas-basedelectricity
would not changeover the next 20 years. But, that assumptionis incorrect. The mix is
projected to shift in favor ofnatural gas,ascombined-cyclegasplants are built to meet
newelectricity demandandreplace older coal-fired facilities. Therefore, I am forced to
concludethat DOE’s estimateofcarbon emissionsavoidedby the CC]] nuclearprogram
is not credible.

Although you admit that “DOE did not developestimatesofthe number of ‘free
riders’ likely to benefit from the Administration’s proposedtax incentives,”you continue
to reject EIA’s estimateofthepercentageoffreeriders, explaining that “DOE worked
with theTreasury Department to designthe tax credits in sucha ~ tO minimize such
free riders.” This explanation is inadequate. 1 am obliged to repeat what I wrote in my
August 18’ letter: “UnlessDOE hasmadeits own estimates,and isprepared to share
them, it is difficult to put much stockin DOE’s criticism ofEIA’s estimates.”

Finally, I want to raisea more seriousmatter than the technicalissuesdiscussed
above. DOE took almostfour months to respondto fouruncomplicatedquestionsabout
the CCTI programs. During this time, Houseand Senateappropriators votedto increase
DOE’s funding for thoseprograms from $0.9billion in flscalyear(FY) 1999to $1.0
billion in FY 2000. Timely responsesto my August 18’ letter would haveclarified the
following facts: (I) DOE refusesto calculate, or shareits estimateof the costper ton to
the Treasuzyofthe proposedCC]] tax credits; (2) ETA’s analysisofthe wind and
biomasstax credits asproviding negligiblegreenhousegasECdi3CtiOIl5 IS eorrect. (3)
DOE’s estimateofthe Ccli nuclearprogram’s carbon emissionsreductions restson
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faultyassumptionsand is notcredible;and.(4) DOE refusesto provideits own numbers
or calculationsto defendits criticismof EIA’s “free rider” estimates.

In short,timely responsesmight havejeopardizedthe fundingincreasefor DOE’s
CCT[ programs.I amforcedto concludethatDOEtook so long to respondto my August
i8~” letter in orderto “run theclock” on theappropriationsprocess.I will certainlyshare
this concernwith my colleagueson theAppropriationsCommittee,

If you haveany questionsaboutthis letter,pleasecontactSubcommitteeStaff
DirectorMario Lewis at225-1962.

Sincerely,

David M. Mcintosh
Chairman
SubcommitteeonNationalEconomicGrowth
NaturalResourcesandRegulatoryAffairs

cc: The Honorable Dan Burton The Honorable Frank Murkowski
The Honorable DennisKucinich The Honorable JeffBingaman
The Honorable Ralph Regula The Honorable Larry Craig
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